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12 I concede that this method draws upon a constructivist approach that might seem counter‑
intuitive to the methodology presented in this thesis. Nonetheless, I think this sort of empirical 
work provides a good starting point for future inductive studies. I do not claim that this sort of 
talk‑aloud protocol provides sufficient evidence for a theory of visual argument. Nor do I claim 
that case studies of this sort give strong enough results to make causal relationships about visual 
argumentation. They simply provide possible starting points. 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process, they would be encouraged to talk aloud—in very relaxed terms—about 
the design choices they were making. This sort of study would provide a wealth 
of information about what participants conceive as argumentative elements 
compared to the ones I perceived in my analyses.  
Even though I do not have time to complete an empirical examination, I 
specifically wanted to note the importance of this methodology for visual 
rhetorics within the context of “objective” theory. Currently, there is little 
empirical research being conducted in academia about visual communication 
and especially visual argumentation. I do not mean to discount the work that is 
being done, but it seems as if the discipline is ripe for new scholarship, new 
theories, and new methodologies—especially when approaching the empirical 
research from an “object‑as‑perceived” philosophy. Certainly, the methodology 
and “objective” principle presented herein are only two of the multitudes of 
visual communication practices and theories that need empirical testing, but 
“objective” theory lends itself nicely to empirical verification. It is a theory that 
has no dependency on any one realm of knowledge—since it necessarily 
advocates an interaction. Therefore, it seems to provide a multitude of avenues 
to explore different argumentative strategies within different contexts—be they 
cultural, interpersonal, etc.—without limiting the research to any one specific 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meaning—except that which is reached through reasoned perception. Personally, 
I look forward to conducting more empirical examinations of visual argument 
methodologies in the near future. 
 
Implications and final words 
There seems to be an unnerving trend in the visual rhetorics discourse 
community—one that admonishes text for its oppressive grip on communication 
and, as a result, seeks to abandon existing theory as a way of explaining visual 
communication. In a visual studies feature for Afterimage media magazine, 
Professor Johanna Drucker wrote that our new media‑rich society is “primed for 
a paradigm shift” away from an era of textuality and into an era of visuality—if 
only we had the trainers to do so (Drucker). Unlike Drucker, I don’t believe that 
“Text is dead” in a pseudo‑Nietzschian sense. I do concede that visuals are a 
unique form of communication, deserving of separate, intensive study. 
Nonetheless, I believe we can learn from existing theory—especially classical 
rhetorical theory—on our way to establishing a comprehensive study (and 
language) of/for visual rhetorics. Indeed, this thesis examines the applicability of 
traditional rhetorical principles, classical argumentative strategy, and a new 
approach to visual communication theory to help explain the concept of visual 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argument—an introductory study that may help establish a comprehensive 
visual methodology and provide greater explanatory power for visual 
rhetoricians. 
The undeniable trend in modern communication is toward the visual. This 
observation is certainly not meant to diminish the importance of the verbal and 
written word. Indeed, the convergence of media still plays a significant and 
constant part in our media rich lives. Regardless, as the prevalence of visuals 
increases and the integration of rhetorics occurs, professional communicators 
need theoretical and practical tools to stay academically current and competitive 
in the job market. The theories and methodologies discussed herein should be 
analyzed in greater detail in future theoretical and empirical studies. Hopefully 
this study shows that, as rhetorical strategies, they are just a few of the important 
tools that visual communicators need to understand and be able to apply. I also 
hope that this demonstrates that visuals have rhetorical powers once considered 
solely textual and that those powers, rendered visually, can be equally or even 
more effective than their textual counterparts. 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